Abstract. In principle, the combined measurements of the mass and radius a giant exoplanet allow one to determine the relative fraction of hydrogen and helium and of heavy elements in the planet. However, uncertainties on the underlying physics imply that some known transiting planets appear anomalously large, and this generally prevent any firm conclusion when a planet is considered on an individual basis. On the basis of a sample of 9 transiting planets known at the time, Guillot et al. A&A 453, L21 (1996), concluded that all planets could be explained with the same set of hypotheses, either by large but plausible modifications of the equations of state, opacities, or by the addition of an energy source, probably related to the dissipation of kinetic energy by tides. On this basis, they concluded that the amount of heavy elements in close-in giant planets is correlated with the metallicity of the parent star. Furthermore they showed that planets around metal-rich stars can possess large amounts of heavy elements, up to 100 Earth masses. These results are confirmed by studying the present sample of 18 transiting planets with masses between that of Saturn and twice the mass of Jupiter.
Introduction
The discovery of exoplanets in transit in front of their parent star has led to the birth of a new field in science: exoplanetology, defined as the study of the characteristics, formation and fate of planets outside our solar system. I will not venture into trying to detail the possibility offered by these transiting systems, but they are numerous. One will be of importance for us, the possibility to measure relatively precisely both the mass and radius of these planets and thus armed with theoretical models, to constrain their compositions.
The first transiting exoplanet detected, HD209458b (Charbonneau et al. 2000 , Henry et al. 2000 , was shown to have a radius of 1.35 R J for a mass of 0.65 M J (R J = 71492km is Jupiter's equatorial radius at 1 bar, and M J is Jupiter's mass). This large radius implied naturally that the planet was a gas giant, mainly formed with hydrogen and helium (Guillot et al. 1996 , Burrows et al. 2000 , and a sign that our understanding of planet formation, badly shaken by the discovery of 51 Peg b, was not completely off-track.
However, HD209458b was then shown to be anomalously large (Bodenheimer et al. 2001 , i.e. larger than predicted by the evolution of a solar composition gas with no addition of any heavy elements. In contrast, when other transiting planets were found, they appeared to be "normal" within the error bars (Baraffe et al. 2005 , although some indications that they could possess relatively large amounts of heavy elements were found (Guillot 2005) . This is until HD149026b was shown to be significantly smaller than expected, requiring the presence of a large amount ∼ 70M ⊕ of heavy elements in its interior (Sato et al. 2005 , Fortney et al. 2006 .
On the basis of the 9 transiting planets known at the time, Guillot et al. (2006) proposed to explain the structure of all planets with the same hypotheses. This required two elements: invoking a "missing physics" (e.g. energy dissipation, a modification of equations of state or opacities), with the same rules for every planet, and allowing for a variable amount of heavy elements in their interior. Their results indicated a likely correlation between the mass of heavy elements in the planets and the metallicity of the parent star. This was later confirmed by Burrows et al. (2007) , on the basis of a sample that had grown to 14 members, and using as "missing physics" an increased opacity to slow the contraction of the planets. This paper updates and extends the previous work by considering a sample of 18 planets. I purposely leave out two transiting planets with masses that are quite far from the Saturn-Jupiter mass range: GJ436 ), a ∼ 20M ⊕ planet, and HD147506 (aka HAT-P-2) , with its 8.2 M J mass. Other planets are shown in table 1. Section 2 describes the principle of the calculations. I then show on the basis of standard evolution calculations that anomalously large planets are common, with strong implications for which mechanisms can be responsible for the slowing of the contraction. Section 4 examines several hypotheses for the "missing physics" and investigates the mass of heavy elements -stellar metallicity correlation.
Principle and hypotheses of the calculations
Once they have formed, giant planets contract monotonically and quasi-statically. The model used to calculate their evolution is described elsewhere (see Guillot 2005) . It assumes that the planets are made of a central core which contributes relatively little to the global cooling, and of an extended, solar-composition envelope which accounts for most of the planetary size and internal energy.
An important problem behind models of the physical evolution of giant planets lies in the initial condition used and in their orbital evolution. Fortunately, initially extended planets cool and contract rapidly when the stellar irradiation is not dominant, so that initial conditions are generally forgotten over timescales of 10 7 to 10 8 years (see Marley et al. 2007 ). The situation may be more complex for Pegasids because of HAT-P-4 3.6 − 6.8 0.24 (8) 1689 (60) 0.680 (40) 1.270(50)
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their rather slow initial contraction (Guillot et al. 1996) , and the possibility that they may have formed at larger distances before being brought close to their stars (Burrows et al. 2000) .
To make things simple, I assume that all planets have an initial radius of 2 R J , have formed in situ, and underwent a constant irradiation from their parent star. Although this hypothesis can certainly be questioned, it has a limited impact on the results (e.g. Ikoma et al. 2006) . Most importantly, applying the same set of hypotheses consistently to all the transiting planets considered will eventually enable testing them when a statistically sufficient number of such planets will have been discovered.
The assumption of solar composition in the envelope may also be surprising in regard to the fact that our giant planets appear to all be significantly enriched (by factors of ∼ 3 for Jupiter to 30 for Uranus and Neptune over the Solar value). At this point, this is a clear simplification, to be further discussed in § 4.2.
Important ingredients entering the calculations are the equations of state. The well-known EOS by Saumon et al. (1995) is used in the envelope. This EOS includes only hydrogen and helium, but a slightly larger mass fraction of helium (Y = 0.30) is used to mimic the presence of a solar composition of heavy elements. The dense core is assumed to be made of pure rocks, and the EOS is based on the experimental fit by Hubbard & Marley (1989) . Unless otherwise stated, the mass of the core is the only parameter to be modified in the calculations.
The opacities are based on a table calculated by Allard et al. (2001) . These opacities do not account for the possible presence of clouds. The progressive growth of an external radiative zone governs most of the evolution (in particular contraction) of irradiated giant planets (Guillot et al. 1996) . I will come back on how modifications to the opacities can change the analysis of the compositions of Pegasids.
The atmospheric boundary condition used in these calculations is simplified. In the case of the first 9 transiting planets, I use specific atmospheric models calculated on the basis of Iro et al. (2005) . For the remaining planets, a simple relation is used:
where T 10 is the temperature at the 10 bar level, and T eq,0 is the equilibrium temperature at the planet for a A = 0 albedo (perfect absorption). Figure 1 shows how this approximate relation compares to the more elaborate but 1D radiative transfer calculations.
The difference between the observed transit radius (at ∼mbar levels) and the modelled radius (at 10 bar) has to be taken into account (see Burrows et al. 2003) . As in Guillot et al. (2006) , we include this radius difference as:
where P model = 10 bar, we assume P transit = 1 mbar, R is the gas constant, µ is the mean molecular weight (we use µ = 2.2) and g is the atmospheric gravity. This relation uses a mean atmospheric temperature equal to T eq,0 . Clearly eq. 2 is an approximation, both from the point of view of the transit pressure, and from that of the atmospheric temperature structure. However, what is most important is that whatever the error made here, it applies to all planets in the same way. Furthermore, I claim that it is small compared to the inherent uncertainties related to atmospheric models (including the possible presence of clouds and their structure, the inhomogeneous heating and the resulting dynamical effects).
3. Anomalously large planets are common! Figure 2 shows the masses of heavy elements that are needed to explain the observed radius measurements, using a standard evolution model. The results are plotted as a As already observed by many authors (Bodenheimer et al. 2001 , Chabrier et al. 2004 , HD209458b is anomalously large. In figure 2, this implies that the planet appears with a negative core mass ‡, which is of course physically impossible. Of interest to us is the fact that a rather large number of planets (HD209458b, TrES-2b, WASP-1b, TrES-3b, TrES-4b, HAT-P-4b, and probably also OGLE-TR-56b, HD189733b, XO-1b, HAT-P-1b), 6 to 10 over 19, appear in the negative core mass side of the diagram.
Clearly, this rules out mecanisms that are statistically unlikely as responsible of the large radii. The small but non-zero eccentricity explanation (Bodenheimer et al. 2001 ) is already excluded for HD209458b (Deming et al. 2005 . The spin-orbit trapping into a Cassini state , has been shown to be unprobable (Levrard et al. 2007 , Fabrycky et al. 2007 ). On the other hand, the semiconvection mechanism put forward by cannot be ruled out, but one would expect it to work more efficiently at large metallicities, which seems not ‡ Note that I did not attempt to calculate hydrostatic models using negative core masses: this is a result of the interpolation (in this case extrapolation) technique used to obtain the core mass. As a result, the precise value of M Z is of little significance when negative. Altogether, this strengthens the case of a mechanism at work for all planets, as discussed in previous papers (Guillot 2005 . The rest of the article will be based on this assumption: whatever happens to HD209458b or TrES-4b must also be occuring for all other pegasids.
Explaining the observations

A hard equation of state model
A first possibility is that the hydrogen helium equation of state (EOS) used is not quite right and overestimates the density for a given pressure, temperature and composition (we need hydrogen to be "harder", i.e. less compressible). Rather large uncertainties (∼ 10 − 20%) of the density predicted by different equations of state are possible at pressures and temperatures relevant to giant planet interiors (Saumon & Guillot 2004) . A 30% softening of the hydrogen EOS compared to the SCVH EOS has been obtained fig. 2 , but the mass of heavy elements required to fit the measured radii are calculated on the basis of evolution models of a planet with no helium, to mimic a hard hydrogen EOS (see text).
as a result of ab-initio simulations matching high-pressure experiments (Militzer & Hubbard, personnal communication; see also Militzer et al. (2006) ). Although this last result goes in the wrong direction for us, it shows that the EOS is an important uncertainty source.
In order to test the possibility that the EOS may be the culprit in the underestimations of theoretical planetary radii, I present in fig. 3 models calculated with the SCVH EOS, but with helium removed. This is similar in essence to a ∼ 30% hardening of the EOS.
As a result, we find that this large change to the EOS is sufficient to explain the present radii of all planets except TrES-4b and HAT-P-4b. However, these two planets have been discovered recently, and still have relatively large error bars. Future measurements are needed for these objects.
Globally, the trend between M Z and [Fe/H] that was seen in the standard model is mostly lost: this effect is an artificial one that is related to the different adiabats of hydrogen and helium. As a result, the change in radius between a pure H planet and a H/He mixture is greater for planets that receive less flux from their star. It shows however that both changes in the density and specific entropies have to be carefully accounted for in new EOSs. fig. 2 , but the mass of heavy elements required to fit the measured radii are calculated on the basis of evolution models with opacities arbitrarily increased by a factor 30.
An increased opacity scenario
Another possibility to explain the anomalously large planets is a serious underestimation of the Rosseland opacities. The growth of the external radiative region (down to ∼kbar pressure levels) controls the cooling and hence the contraction of all pegasids (Guillot et al. 1996 ). This region is in a difficult, relatively cold but dense region, and generally, opacities are notoriously famous for the large uncertainties associated to them. Figure 4 presents results obtained with Rosseland opacities that have been arbitrarily multiplied by a factor 30 compared to the fiducial values. This value corresponds approximatively to the increase that is needed to explain the radius measured for HD209458b.
It can be seen that this approach leads to physically sound values of the heavy element masses for all planets, with two exceptions: TrES-4b and HAT-P-3b. It may be premature however to rule out this explanation because these discoveries are quite recent, and experience has shown that the inferred radii which are very dependent on stellar properties have often moved a bit more than would be expected from their 1 − σ error bar. It is clear that TrES-4b and HAT-P-3b are extremely interesting planets to test these models. More discoveries will of course also help to settle the matter.
Interestingly, we again observe a clear correlation between planetary and stellar "metallicity". This result, first found by Guillot et al. (2006) , was later confirmed by Burrows et al. (2007) . A preliminary version of the last paper, put onto astroph, claimed that this opacity increase was related to an oversolar enrichement of the envelope, a simple, logical explanation when considering that the atmospheres of our giant planets are enriched in heavy elements. However this explanation was based on a model for which only opacities had been increased, and not the mean molecular weight. A consistent treatment, unfortunately, rules out this simple explanation as a solution to the anomalously large planets problem.
The reason for that is a balancing effect between the slower cooling and the increased mean molecular weight that implies that enriching the envelopes in heavy elements does not generally make the planets larger, and often results in the oposite effect. Figure 5 shows that the mean molecular weight effect eventually wins, and that this occurs over a timescale similar to the ages of the systems that are observed. Figure 5 . Evolution of giant planets in terms of radius vs. time, for different irradiation levels, and 2 assumed compositions: solar, and 6 times solar. (This calculation ignores second order effects as modifications of the adiabatic temperature gradient and non-linear effects in the opacity calculation, and more importantly modifications of atmospheric properties.) [From Guillot (2005) ].
Could the atmosphere or the upper part of the envelope be enriched in heavy elements while the rest would not? This is regarded as extremely unlikely, because a double-diffusive instability ("salt-fingers") should set in (e.g. Stevenson 1985) .
Finally, there is an interesting possibility that the envelopes of giant planets orbiting metal-rich stars are more enriched than for planets orbiting metal-poor stars. This case would lead to a stronger correlation between heavy elements in the planet and stellar metallicity.
The kinetic energy mechanism
The third mechansim that would be in action for all the planets, but at a level that depends on the irradiation that they receive from the parent star is the one proposed by : a fraction (∼ 1%) of the energy recieved in form of stellar irradiation by the planet is converted into kinetic energy in the atmosphere. This energy is transported to deeper levels, and dissipated probably due to tidal interactions with the star. Although simulations and observations on Earth have shown this amount of kinetic energy to be generated in the atmosphere, several problems remain with this scenario: first the turbulent viscosity needs to be small otherwise dissipation takes place in the upper atmosphere, with little effect on the planet's contraction (Burkert et al. 2005) ; Second kinetic energy must be transported to the 10-100bar level at least; Third, it must be dissipated there (or at deeper levels). Figure 6 shows results obtained with this model, assuming a 0.5% dissipation of the incoming stellar flux at the center of the planet. This level of dissipation is chosen so as to yield a small but positive value for the mass of heavy elements inside HD209458b.
(Larger values lead to systematically larger masses of heavy elements derived in all transiting planets.) As previously mentioned , the relation between the mass of heavy elements in the planet and the stellar metallicity is qualitatively similar than when increasing opacities.
Conclusions
With the 18 transiting exoplanets with masses between that of Saturn and twice the mass of Jupiter known thus far, we are able to confirm the conclusions derived by Guillot et al. (2006) :
• All planets can be explained in the framework of a single scenario, when accounting for some missing physics which can either be due to modifications in the EOSs, opacities, or to an additional heating source.
• Giant planets can possess a large mass in heavy elements, up to 100 Earth masses (a value which is itself model-dependent).
• There is a correlation between the mass of heavy elements in the planets and the metallicity of their parent stars, so that the most massive planets generally orbit the most massive stars. This correlation is probably not a single relation, but shows, as would be expected, some scatter. However, there is presently an absence of planets with small masses of heavy elements around metal-rich stars, planets that appear to be predicted by formation models (see Alibert et al. 2005 ). fig. 2 , but the mass of heavy elements required to fit the measured radii are calculated on the basis of evolution models including an additional heat source slowing the cooling of the planet. This heat source is assumed equal to 0.5% of the incoming stellar heat flux ).
• Planets around stars that have metallicities comparable to that of our Sun generally tend to have very small cores. There is a clear lack of giant planets at short periods (P < 10 days) around metal-poor stars (Fressin et al. 2007 ). This seems to imply that metal-poor stars are not able to form giant planets and have them migrate very close-in.
It should be noted however that a planet such as TrES-4 may pose a problem for these models if its large radius is confirmed. It is presently too large to be explained by the models, but the error bars are currently quite large and prevent any definitive conclusion to be made. Future detections of both large and small transiting pegasids are extremely important to test the models and better understand how giant planets formed.
